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The purpose’ of this report is to evaluate and analyze the student Se : rd 
evaluation form currently in use at Oakton Community College. This form, f “ 


which has been used since the spring semester of 1976, has never been suby 7 
jected to systematic Study. He have made many assumptions. about ‘it, and have’ 
included on it for the first time data about students as well as agout 

student evaluations of faculty; however, these student data have never 


been used to crosscheck the overall means and standard deviations which 


+ ? 


have been the ‘basis of interpretation. 
The actual paraee of Student evxlaxtion of faculty hag; }.. ; 
* Me believe, been sabiict to question. Essentially evaluation can. a for fe 
two distinct purposes: first, to discriminate amore faculty on some i a 
_ predetermined criteria, so that faculty.can be ranked; classified, of 
‘ somehow nated against each other; or two, to provide student feedback 
, for faculty in order that student- teacher relationships, Alaxsroth per~ 
formance, and course organization by faculty members can bé 4 TOV 
, The second purpose does not imply r rating faculty or establish stan- 
dardized criteria. Because these purposes are so distinct, the evaluation 
form used in each systen can be ee a differently. Unfortunately, 
I think at Oakton we have neither cared oy purpose--we have falked 
of both, as though ‘they were one-shor constructed an instrument to suit 
s ‘either abjective. I do not ni my was intentional, and we have suf 
fered frustration, anger, and hurt: from! our own best intent fons. ‘Nevgr - 
theless, since the college q es seen omitted to evaluation, ald wince Be ; 


ger ‘raid red herrings in the wy of iain, a 
y : 
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the merit system will no 1 


my own view 1S that we can start afresh to first, clarify the purpose of 


gur evaluation, and second, construct an evaluation process and instrument —— - 


to achieve our purpose. This paper seeks to provide necessary background 


for these tasks. ¢. * 


The State of thé Study of Student Evaluation i 
~ Hundreds of articles have been publ shed about student evaluations 
of faculty. Among thé more complete reviews of literature are those 
presented by Costin, et. al. (3971); Pasen (1977); and Shavelson and 
~™y Dempsey-Atwood (1976), “geKerally they found that student evaluation 
ae can have a high degtee of validity and reliabflity, and that 
‘exists about relationships among a variety of variables . 
pected grade and teacher ratings (see. below). The literature 
t ‘student evatustions relies primarily on work done at four-year 
colleges: and universities, although some work using communi ty college 
students has been done (Ostrowsk}, 1975). This ts disturbing, because 
the community colleges by design tend to put more emphasis on excellericé 
in teaching than do senior institutions and because community collegd 
student bodies are very heterogeneous and may: have differing’ standards 
from populations at four-year schools. 

A major finding which consistently- emerges ie research on student 
evaluations is that evaluations are multidimensional. Tw6 or more 
continua underlay student perceptions of teaching, and faculty who rank 
highly along one continuum may or may not rank highl¥ along another 
one. while the number and definitions of continuy’ implicit in any 
single evaluation instrument differ from one study to the next, certain 


simflarities occur. Bolton, et. al. (1976)- ‘analyzed eleven separate 


a 


_ Studies of student evaluation which togethér had isolated 75 factors, 
They concluded that these 75 factors could be’ reduced, to six major d{men- 
sions, effort demanded by the instructor, {nstructor’s preparation and 
organization, instructor's evaluationéf ‘student performance, instructor's 
knowledge of the: subject, value of the ‘course to the student, and in- 
structor' .§ friendliness and regdrd for students. They concluded that 
"thee ‘evaluation instrument. sich students complete should be scored 
within the major eategor s, generating a profile of subscale scores. on the 
dimensions of .teaching/performmance" (p. 119). 
A second major/concern evidenced by studies of student evaluations 
is that of the m fhodol ogy employed. Essentia}ly three variants of 
n shacks on vat inids instruments jare possible: ° within-class 
ss+class ratings, and betweén-class ratings. Within-class 
ratings use each student evaluation as the unit of measurement; because 
all sty ents are in the: same class variables such as instructor-differences, 


k matter-differences, and ambience within the classroom are held 


fant. However, bécause these are held constant differences between 


-iplines, teachers, times-of-day, etc., cannot be measured. A more 
rious problem for measuring within class means is that a large class 
s required. . At Oakton the average number of students rating an instructor 
jin a class is 10-15; this is tod small a number to control for differences 
| among ‘students within the particular class. Pasen (1977) used nearly. 
500 students ina basic Titewature class for ‘his’ within- “class ateey: 
Across-class ratings use as the unit of analysis each student 
response without regard forthe class -in which the evaluation is ocouring. 


This is the easiest method to employ, but it results in the loss of 
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exper fence unique toa particular class. initety and Doyle (1976) recommend - 
that ‘across-class analysis not: ihe used because it confounds within and 


_ between class correlations ine variables. However, they themselves have 


used this approach (Doyle and.Whitely,, 1974). Across-class ratings are 


‘used in. the analysis of Oakton data presented below. 


* Between-class ratings. used as the unit for analysis the mean scores - 


of each class, rather than the scores of-eachvevaluator. This approach 


has the advantage of-reducing the impact of extremeNevaluations, assumimg ° 


that they balance out within the class. It also account for unique class 


" situations, since the class as a whole rather than the students within the 


class is: the evaluator. Between-class ratings are also utilized in the 
data analysis below. | , : 2 
The abundance of studies But student. ee noted above make a 
succinct summary of findings impossible. The contradictions within the 
literature make even an attempt at this frustrating. However, I have chosen: 


to select out some findings which seem to me most germaine to the concerns 


enunciated by Oakton faculty and administration: during our own informal 


analyses of the student evaluation instrument. The reader should. remember 
that these are suggestive findings, not definitive ones, and the instrument, 
student sample, type of institution,, and timing of evaluation are among the 


{ 


the variables which may have affected these results. 
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a : 
Variables Affecting Evaluation 


; i > 
One of the questions most frequently posed about. student evaluations 
is the affect of grades on ratings of instructors. Eagle (1977) found that 


student's expected grades were not correlated with their overall impression 


of their courses: and Costin et, al. (aris in an.extensive literature 
review, suggest that there is mixed evidence about the correlation between 
actual grades received and aedlaplane, Pasen (1977) did find that within 
a single class. there was an affect between expected grade and course evalu- 
ations. Centra (1977) and Doyle and Whitely (1974) used mean “standardized 
final examination scores as a measure of course grades and found there - 

was some relationship to various measures of instructor and course i 
fectiveness, On the whole, then it ape that evidence on al} sides. 

~ of .this question can be found. 

A second question often raised at Oakton has been whether the "enter= 
tainer" teacher is rewarded with good amniGtiony. Costin et. al. (1971) 
found no evidence of this, although Battle and Fabick (1975) did. However, 
sities consistently find: that faculty enthusiasm 48 related to positive 
evaluations (Costin; et. al «, 1971); and it may be that-enthusfasm and . 
‘the value of “entertaining”. may spill over each other, 

. Students Viking for the subject and interest in the course are related 
to positive evaluations (Doyle and Whitely, 1974), as is tie*atident ts 
major: (Pasen, 1977). Giuleen wattnrice about the affect of required and 
elective courses on evaluations is mixed (Costin, et. al., 1971), 

In sum, then, it appears that whatever ideas one: has abput the variables 
affecting evaluations, one can find evidence to support those Ydeas. Thus 
it seems to me imperative that a strong effort be made to, understand what ' 
-vartables affect evaluations at Oakton. | 

There js another set of concerns qbout what. variables affect evalu- 
‘attons.: These concerns operated fn the realm of psychology and philosophy 
mdre than specific student characteristics, but they are, I think, important 


“to note. ‘ ( 


One of the unknowns. with ee we are operating at Oakton is. ‘what 
| frames of reference or "anchors" (Pasen, 1977) students are using as they: 
‘evaluate instructors. Students may well have internal criteria: against 
which they measure their instructors. These internal criteria may be, - - - ad 
for example, a student's best, worst, or average teacher (Gresha, 1975). | . 
That is, students may be {mplicitely measuring the instructor being 
evaluated against: some other real or: ideal teacher, and the choice of that 
‘referent may or may not affect evaluation outcomes.. Follman, et. al. 
(1974) performed an experiment te test chis and found the referent made 
little difference; however, they. assigned “fafarants to students. What we 
at Oakton do not know and havesrot asked is which frame of reference 


. Students are opting to use, s-5->, 
Another internal constraint which #ay be. affecting evaluations is . 

students’ Amplicit theories absut "teaching characteristics which occur hy 

‘together (Whitely and Doyle, 1976). Students may have identified clusters 

of teacher behavior through past experletices, and in evaluating teachers 

assume that the occurrence of one. such behavior is accompanied by the 

occurence of related behaviors, even if this does not occur in fact. 

For example, students may have implicit notions that’ a teacher who is 

enthustastic about her ‘subject is. also responsive. to Students; thus, 

the enthusiastic teacher will be rated positively on responsiveness 

whether or not she is in fact responsive. : . 
Finally, Morey, et. al. (1977) found that faculty have differing 

conceptions about what. constitutes good teaching, as do students. Neither 

group,. especially faculty, have reached consensus about this, -Furthermore, 


‘they do not give the same importance, or weight, to the qualities which . , - 
¥ ; 
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are rated positively. Morey and his colleagues recommend that weighing: 


items: for, importance before determining mean scores over ‘items wil] provide 7 ‘ 
more pequrdtmenresire’ et evaluations. | 
As this cursory research note indicated a variety of studies nave i 
been conducted {n the general area ‘of student evaluations of faculty, and 
a variety of conclusions have been reached. Probably the most pervasive 
conciusion of al} 4s that there is a great deal about student evaluations © 
_ that we do. not. know, This pact ot knowledge is important for several 
reasons. For those concerned about processes of ‘learning and teaching, 
data about factors contributing to achievement and positive feelings | 
toward learning (not necessarily the same thing) are crucial to the develap- 
ment of systematic Jearntiig theortes and successful teaching techniques. 
For those concerned about accountability of educators--and I choose to 
View this term as a positive one--connections between: the inputs to the 
educational system and thé outputs of that system must be made. Meredith 
(1975:) suggests three outcomes of instruction in Higher education are 
identifiable: production, satisfaction, and growth. I think that viewing 
student evaluations as one tool for measuring outcomes of the educational 
system underscores the institutional need for such ewaluations. Evaluations, 
as I view them, are a method fgg. providing feedback to faculty; in turn 
faculty an use this informatiosi to upgrade their own teaching, 
_I have spent time reviewing methodological and philosophical ae 
of student evaluation and current findings for a specific reason: to 
illustrate the complexity of the cab tiwit and the fact that while many 
researchers have carefully studied student evaluations, consensus about * 
variables affecting ratings and even the dimensions along which ratings 
are assigned is not present. In one sense, then, the analysis’ below 


contributes to this:confusion. -In another, I hope it reduces confusion 


9 ; 


for us at. Oakton. 


"The: Oakton Student Evaluation Form: -An: Analysis 


The first step. in evaluating the instrument was; to determine corre-. 
Tations between each question (vainiabte) on the fhstrument. (For exact 


wording of items and shert titles used, see appendix I,) Pearson's corre- 


‘ jation’ {referred to as Pearson's r, or simply r) was used as the statistic 


to measure congruence of responses for pairs of variables... The correlation 


¢ varies from 1 to.-1; with a positive score indicating that a high value on 


Are 


one variable is related to a high value on a second variable, A negative 
score indicates that a high value on one. variable 7s related-to a Tow value 
,on fhe second variable.. Pearson's r assumes that "the realtionship between 
“variables is linear (Garson, 1971)... ° , ‘ 

A summary of means and standard deviations of al] ‘evaluative items is » 
ho ahiead in Table 1.. As both the, low. means and moderate standard deviatjons 
suggest, little discrimination among responses was obtained by the survey 
instrument. All means are strongly positive, .and differences tend to be 
small. This should be borne in mind as the analysis eonetngads- we are 


working essentially with minimal differences’. 


Three items on the instrument measured student inputs and expectations 


ce the course. Nearly half. the students’ indicate they prepare: for class , 


ays or almost always, and aipther 86% say they’ do so often. Over 80% 


claim to attend always or almost always. Given the constantpconcern about 


low preparation and attendance evidenced by faculty, how can these -con- 
scientious respondents be expla fed? While the data do not. lend- themselves 
to interpretation; several speculations are plausible. One, ‘the fall 1976 


evaluations were given early in: the term, before the noticeable drop the 
4 : 7 ‘ 
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last. third of the term. Two, studedts answering the questionnaire are 


conscientious; but they are not representative of the entire population. | 


Three, respondents are giving themselves more credit than is warranted. 
And four, a combination of.these. Grade expectations also place’ students 
in a favorable light and illustrate grade inflation: nearly 35% of 
students expect an A, and over 80% expect an A or a B, Again, the early 
administration: may have affected these expectations, but clearly students 
anticipate high grades. 

Table ‘2 provides Pearson's correlations for ‘all variables measured. 
across-classes. Correlations among the items measuring faculty performance 
and. ‘course organization (questions 1 through 14) range from a moderate 
.273 between items 4 and'13, to a substantial .678 between items 8 and 9. 
Of more. interest. that, these, however, is the correlation bebanirl variables 
measuring student input to a course and the evaluation of that. course. 
Items 15 and 16 measure how often, by their’ own admission, students 
prepare for and attend class. The. Jow correlations sitqgest that fre- 
quency of attendance and/or preparation for class are not related strongly 
to positive evaluations of the class. Item 17 measures the relationship 
between expected grade and class evaluation; once again, correlations are 
low. Expectations of good grades are not related to positive evaluations, 
although there is a relationship between frequency of preparation and ex- 
pectations of high grades, not a surprising finding, Item 18 asks whéther 
the course is elective or required for the student.. Required courses were 
coded: 1; elective-courses were coded 2; and if the student did not know if the 

course was required, a value of 3° was assigned. Nearly 64% of the responses 
- indicated the course 7 required, and. one-quarter said it was elective. 


The remaining 14% either didn't know or. had an invalid response. Given the 
) 


Ls 


“oy 
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wide latitude’ students have in selecting courses beyond core requirements, 


it is likely‘that many students’ taking courses fulfilling general requirements 


ARG: » three credits. of any social “science) interpret this as absolute re- 


quirements . 


On the whole, al correlations are exceedingly sma. 


There 


is little support ‘for the assumption that students for whom-a course is 


required evaluate the course differently than those for whom.it is an 


‘elective. 


Table 3 presents Pearson's correlations for between-class analysis. 


, Bi same general pattern evidenced .across-classes is present between- classes 


as well, although correlations are.on the whole higher. 


There is a moderate 


rehationship between how.often the class as a whole prepares and evalu- — 


“ations for the course, 


Little evidence is available that courses which 


- 


have a large nunber ot students for: whom the course is reantved are evaluated « 


differently from courses which are for the most part elective. 


Both Tables 2 and 3 provide support for the ‘notion that positive 
evaluations of the course and instructor (items 1 through 14) are correlated 
with the student's recommending the course to others. 


in last row of each table). 


‘ a 


(see coefficients 


Course recommendations are not, however,’ 


strongly related to. student's attendance; preparation, expected grade, 


or whether or not the course was required. 


One’ of the frustrations in dealing with large numbers of Pearson's 


correlations as presented in the above two tables is the difficulty of 


‘interpreting patterns. 


iG 


As noted in the discussign of literature above, 


virtually all le of student evaluations have determined that evaluation 


occors along several continua which are both. conceptually and empirically 


distinct\from each other;, In order to determine whether 


ation distin 


ishes among two or more continua, a factor 


the oakthn eval u- 


analysis on 


+ 


* 
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across-class ard on between-class evaluations was performed. ‘This analysis: 


determined whether two or more dimensions underlay the evaluation items 1 


: a To } 


through 14 on the ‘survey instrument. In other words, what items share a. : ; i 
common underlying factor with what other items? (Garson, 1971). / 

: For those knowledgable and -interested .in the factor analysis statistics, .. 
Tables 4 and g present factors extracted berore rotation and factor Toadings. 
using both asahignsiy and oblique rotations for across-class and between- : “- | 


Reet anatysis, jacana. The mosit important finding, I belteve, is 


aoe eee Ee eee 


“Only: two factors were extracted from the correlation matrix, and the first 


. factor explains 89.7% of the explained variance in items in the’ across-class 


analysis and 89.2% of the explained variance in itens in the betweeneclass © 


‘ analysts. The second factor explains 10.3% and 10.8% of the explained 


_vartance, respectively. ‘ ¢ * 

- The oblique rotation factor pattern, which presents the unique TeneTrigs 
of each item on the two variables, provides a clearer picture of items' 
relatéonship-to each other than does the orthagonal factor matrix. It 
appears that items 1,2,10,11,12, and 13 load most highly on factor I. Items 
5,6, and 7-16ad most highly on factor II. Iteris 8,9, and 14 load moderately 


_ of both factors. {tems 3 and 4 load on factor IY, but more moderately than 


do items 5,6, and 7. the higher the loading of a variable on a factor, 


the higher the proportion of variance in that variable explained by that 


factor, : ; 

Factor analysis was used as a method for teasing out of the Pearson's 
correlation matrix systematic patterns among evaluation items. In order * 
to extend the analysis and at the same time to reduce the number of vartables 
under consideration, constructed two indices for use as dependent 


variables. The first index is the mean score on ttems 1,2, and 10 


through 13. I havé labeled this scale Course Cohesion, because it 


‘ — - 413 


. from several sources: 


draws from items relat ng to course arganseaney “clarify, and 12 
the helpfulness of assignments in meet {ng course objectives. I 


have label ed the second diste sneteuctav Affect. It consists of the 
‘mean score on items 5 bi and Is which measure instructor’ $ responsiveness, 


~ 


waiidheten: and enthusiasin. Analysis below, then, uses these’ two scales 


= i 


io dependent variables. , oe oe , . . 


Table 6 presents multiple correlattons for across and between-class 
analysis, using Course Cohesion and Instructor Affect as dependent vartables. 
Three independent variables were used. in between-class analysis, and four 
independent variables were shat crosses. All variables are measures of, the 
amount of effort andor. concern students placed in the class. Whether a 


“class is required was used only in the across-class analysis, because this is 


a variable relevant only to the individual student, not a measure of the. 


class 4s a whole; a single course can be, for example, required for some 
students and.an elective for others. The KK in each dependent vabtahite ‘ 
malin ig the amount of variance in that dependent variable explained by 

ea independent variables taken sagether. Thus course means ‘for students‘ 
expected grades, preparation, seinidieasa, and expected grade exptain only | 


13% of the variance in across-class means on the index -course cohesion. The 
oa t 


‘ 


_ moderate Rs reaffirm that-these student-relted independent variables are 


not, on the whole,’ powerful explanations of varying evaluations (although 


they may be powerful for particular courdes or faculty members). 


} 
| 
Conclusiods and Recommendations Regarding the Evaluation Insgrument 


I am concerned about the faflure gf the current student evaluation in- 
stfument to discriminate ‘ore cleardy between. positive and negative aspects 
of course organization, faculty performance, classroom ambience, etc. Partha. 
I am concerned that despite our additton“of student. data tp the instrument, 
we have fatled to utilize these data. “L, suggest that these failings derive ‘ 


14 
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“evaluation form is rooted in distrust of it, and part of. this distrust is 


ts We have constructed the survey instrument so that all items are ‘ 


worded” positively. Thus the response “all or almost allhof the time” is 


always appropriate rub — evaluations, and never appropriate for 


critical ones. This can easily lead to a response set, a situation in which 


respondents are lulled into a pattern of respense without their having to- ra 
think very carefully about the particular item under consideration. This, 
in turn, provides faulty data. 
2. We have weighted all- items as equally Inpprtant in exten lating at 
vehial course evaluation mean. Thus faculty sible not give tests, for — 
example, but whom stduents persistently evaluate on item 13, are judged on 
this as well as more appropriate items. . ep. . - 4 


3. We have not subjected our instrument: to even rudimentary validity 


and reliability anatyats: We have fade assumptions about these Seton 


“without testing for then. I beMeve that much of the dentica about the 


~ Jegitimately rooted in the fact that we have not taken the time and effort to 


understand our instrument iia using it. 

4. We have not adequately used the data ‘available on the form as jt - 
now Stands. It would ae be difficult to determine such simple facts as F 
whether students taking a course because it fs required evaluate their) 
instructor differently from those who elected to take the course for each 
instructor interested in this. By failing to personalize de analysis we ? ‘ 


have aaa instructors From taking maximum advantage of informatton 


: available in raw form on the instrument. 


8. We have donntatenty constructed our’own form without ecieets the 
adopt fon or adaptation of existing forms. A numba of student “evaluation ~ 4 
forms are available which have already been cisteanktcatly tested for 


validity and reliability. We should, I batfeve, investigate these. If we 


; 15 * 


_ do wish to construct our own form again, I believe we shuuld allow time and 


4 


support for validating it. 


Regarding the Evaluation Process Mie ot ng 


an My comments in this section go somewhat beyond my analysis of the existing 
<4 student evaluation form aint, They are founded in this analysis--and sf 
“think my above comments demonstrate I ‘am critical of sos the ingore a 
ky and the use mage of it--but draw as well upon my seven-years [ae 
| @s af “evaluate” at Oakton... Bluntly,.'m tired, and I think sar ha : 
who Lisa Oakton’ for any length of time are tired, -T also think staff 
‘ 7 who are responsible for organizing evaluation are tired. We have been 
saturated with evaluation. theredare, I suggest the following: 

1. Declare a sabbatical on student eyaluations. . Except for new full 
and parttime faculty members - (deans can work out. criteria for defining ‘inew"), 
faculty ‘should not have courses evaluated unti1 spring, 1978 at the earliest. 

. This will provide a needed psychological and intellectual respite from 
evaluation saturation and time to accomplish my other suggestions. 

2. Establish a special faculty or faculty/administration evaluation 
committee--ah yes, another committee. I envision the charge of this committee 
to be the following: J , ; oe 

7 . a. COllect and evaluate existing student evaluation forms in use 
at other insti tuttons with a view of adopting one or more of these. 
b. ‘If none of these forms seems appropriate, adapt on construct a 


new one(s) for use at Oakton. : ar 


~ 
a 


c. Plan and implement a program for pretesting the chosen instrument(s) 
for both validity and reliability. , 


re 7 bie ey ¥ . 
sh aig 3 ‘ \ _ / 15 | 
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i and make recommen eae regarding” “ ’ 5 

- f . ‘ al a 
12°*sForm(s) to be used ‘5-#ddés every faculty member 


‘havewsto use the same form? . ‘ 
fe lpreaueicy of evalyation --. dges-every faculty member 
. have te evaluated every term? _ ! 
3. /Timing of evaluafjon -- must every evaluation occur in ihe 
/ ame week of th i emester? 


\ k out detatls for and implement the student 
mae process.) This: indy dual wit} probably need to work closely 
ys vat thy’ e dafa proce sie staff. to design and write programs which can analyze | 


tM data ina form most ‘useful f faculty members. (Incidentally, this is not 
4 X really a ‘difficult cater, atau it will take time. The ‘Syttsttcal Package 
a for, the. Social Setences ‘api package, which we have, can process a variety 


: ; | 
of data dn an effective and flexible manner. ) . ‘ , 
as he | 

Fundtanenta to allmy recommendations are the following principles: We é 


vised to clarify the purposés of evaluation, be flexible in instrument. and’. - 
procedures, and be moderaté in the Auber of evaluations we perform, i . ? 
a > e * = iS 
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Table 1 


Means /and Standard Deviations 
on Evaluative Questions 
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pa 


Across¢classes Between-classes 
af 


s.d. 


.832 
736 
"873 
955 
4137 
.808 
761 
” .937 
.898 
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Across-classes 


? Maximum N = 8034 Pearson's Correlations 


actual N varies | 
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ot a Bis -_ gs \ aitie 4 4 ee ld Fog: 
8 of —_ ie Across-classes iz . 
oR Kt ae , ,Factor Analysis 
{ . ° FACTOR” EIGENVALUE, PCT OF VAR cuM PCT q 
ode = 1 - 6.33304 pas 89.7 86.7 
i a 0.72708: 10.3 . $ne.o: °° 
a Ps, Orthogonal varinax: ' sili Factor bietens 
1 me Factor Matrix — . , ‘(unique loadings). 
Factor 1 Factor ae Factor’ y Factor 2 ~ 
~ a a — = 
eat | 0.67874 0.33190 0.71858. 0.04829 
Bq 0.66958 0.30176 = «. |} - 0,72935 0.00705 
Ty . 0.36809 : 1 0.52123 0.20860, ©.» 0.47142" 
oe ee 0.28231 omens =|. oterie. | 0.44133 
Oe 0.25075 “0.75623 | | -0:07505 - 807 | 
Q6 0.24170. 0.73389 -0.07802' I 0.82485 4 
q7 . - 0.32254 0.64287 0.08202 0.65800 a. 
"98 0.58607 0.52233 |.‘ o.a9¢62 |. 0.34590 
Q9 | 0.52898 0.48589 0.44222 “0.33122 
quo. 0.67458] ~ 0.27545 “| [0.75025] . + -0.03047 
gu 0.65388 0.29704, 0.71096 «|: | 0.00999 
giz 0.67914 0.23611. 0.76802 "1 -0.08070 
3. 0.58020 0.26073 1 0.63239 |» |. 0.00823 
+ gis | . 0.49417 3 0.41677 _ 0.43324 | 0.26054" ; 
nS 
ow | Factor correlattons 
_ ae I 
T1000" «71904 


11 -.71904. 1.000 


Table 5 


Between-courses 
Factor Analysis 
“4 


FACTOR EIGENVALUE =" == PCT OF VAR =” CUM PCT 


1 7.88374 5 89.2 89.2 P 
2 0.95564. + °° 10.8 ‘ 100.0 


Prthogonal Var imax '. Oblique Factor Pattern 


. Factor Matrix ‘ (unique loadings) 


Factor are) Factor 2 .-% Factor 1 Factor 2 + 
; ; ei “oo : BPRS Ee 
“9.42129. 0.73600 |: | * 0.17696 
0.43321 0.75863. | 0.18205 
0.36958 “* 0.66550 0.17499 0.63919" 
0.17467 | 0.52894 -0,00569 0.56058 
0.25864. | |. 0.e4g42. |. -0.03531 - |. 0.90868 
0.25001 0.78638 -0,02023 0.83770 
0.37098 0.72055 | 0.15398 | 0.70495 
0.61558 0.63146. 0.48810 0.48960 
0.63780 .. 0.53698. 0.55407’ «| 0.36889 
70. 75219 0.35804 -} 0.76692 0,09968 
0.70737  8:40527 0.69296 / 4" 0.17639 
0.72817 0:30756. 0.75863- * 0.00942 
0.59019 006329. - 0.69659 }- 0.19623" 


0.53752 0.25519 0.46587 =f .31158 


Factor counalations 7 
ti. & 

1.000 .62712 
.62712 1.000 
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Multiple Correldtions: Course Cohesion : — 
and Instructor Affect explained f ' a 

by Student Input pod = 
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Across-classes! Between-classes* 
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Course Cohesion 
Instructor Affect 


pod Indepéndent. variables include required or elective course, “a 
expected grade, frequency of preparation, .and frequency. of attendance. 


Students who did not know whether a course was required were excluded 
from analysis. © , 


Independent variables include -course averages. on expected MO 
grades frequency of preparation, and frequency of attendance. ' “ 
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ih f 1 STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY Ooo 
Student STonature Topttonal) "PART IDENTIFIER 


< . 


This fg an evaluation of your instructor and the course. Please give serious consideration : 
, to the survey. * 

The instructor wilt use the information to assess his/her effectiveness. The administration 

will use the information as part of the total evaluation of faculty, course, and programs. 


Use no. 2 penci}. : « F 
te + QPEN_END COMMENTS 2 ‘ 3 ‘ 


Commbnt on how wel?.the exams, quizzes, and/or projects contrSbute to your fearing (e.9. difficulty, 
fairness, appropriateness, etc.). . 


> 


ae . ’ 
. @&,¢ ae - 
5 r ioe P 
* * Comment on the value of books, out-of-class assignments, papers, lebs, or projects tn this course. 

- Ww . - mer te me eo Aware ree ee Ot ee ee ——— o «Be end a 7 nese 
‘ ; a - 5 ‘ 

What did you Like most about this course/instrector? g . 

» 
> ba te * 
f e 
From what classroom activities did you Tearn best in this course? 
’ . ° b 
a ‘ » 
« 
r » 
es ‘ 
a Wrst did you not Tike about this course/{nstructor? . 5 
. " s 

Ld « . i 

From what classroom activities did you learn least im this course? 

s 
. ° 
+ ' 
is: ‘ 
« List eny specific recoomendations you heve for the tmstructor, a 
1 e 


“a . - Turn over for Pert I! . 


% STUDENT EVALUATION “OF FACULTY 
PART If id 


Please choose the words that fit for you. Mark IBM card. 
IF THE STATEMENT DOES NOT APPLY TO THIS COURSE, LEAVE THE SPACE BLANK. 


e 
a. Always or almost always a 
bN Often 
Cc. Some of the time 
d. Seldom 
e. Never or almost never 


You know what you are meppeses to be learning in this course. 
' 


You know what you are supposed to do for this course. \ 


“ae we ye te ek tree ae io ee OP Rt Himtre we mannenenthng ao ONCE Sarath + temertree 


The bettie encourages attentiveness and/or partictpation. 


« 


- 


The instructor ‘Is avatleble outside of the class. 


The instructor is responsive to student's comments and/or questions. 


The instructor 1¢ sensitive to and respectful of his/her students. 


The instructor fs enthustastic about the course. 
= . 

The instructor presents subject matter clearly. 

The instructor is well-erganized. 


¢ 


. Follow up to reading/writing assignments is helpful to your learning. 


Reading and writing assignments are clear, 


. Assignments are helpful " your learning. 


Examinations are nelpful ‘ts your learning. 
= 


- Grading is fair. 


. You consider yourself a person who prepares for this course (e.g. class participation, 
examinations, reading assignments, papers, etc. 


. 


* 16. You attend this class. 


17. Merk on the 18M card the smal} letter that corresponds with the grade you expect ~- 
fn thts course. 


aA b 8 e. ¢ ¢. QO e. & 
. 18. This course 1s required in your chosen curriculum. a. Yes bh. No ¢. Don't know 


19. You would recommend this instructor to a friend. a. Yes b. No ° 


¥ + 
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